
ZONING COMMISSION

Zoning ~o~ssi~n Order No. 104
se No. 73-21

r 20, 197

suant  to public notice, a public axing  was held on

9, 1973, to consider the following

which would zone the Gmt-getown

Waterfront Area, according to the Waterfront Zone Districts

(W-l, W-2 and W-31, de as that area by

Potmc tiver  on fzhe  south, Rock Creek Park on the east, M

Street, N.W. on the no treet, N.W. extended to

Pot c River on the west; also including rtions

of Squares l-202 and 1203 zoned C-M-2 iately prior to these

c ges. Unless 0 ified, all zoning bundaries

S h a l l along street center-lines be

center-lines or pr ty lines within

descriptions frcm  the ist Atlas, Vol

2 on file in Offices of the Zoning

District of Co

Said zoning of

follows:

rgetown Waterfront Area is as
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1. misting C-2-A shall remain as ma

all property now in Squares 1202 and 1203

C-N-2 shall be rezoned to C-2-A.

addition,

2. w-3 shall be for property as follows: all

that property in excluding lots 800, 802,

808, 811, 812; all that property in

excluding lots 69, 70, 71, 72, 835, 839, 840, and a

stripoflandmeasured 20 feet southof the?mun-

dary of National Park property containing Chesa-

peake and Ohio Canal; in all of Square 1191 excluding

a stripoflandmeasured 20 feetsouthof the born-

dary of National Park property containing the Chesa-

peake and Ohio Canal.

3. W-2 shall be mapped as follows: all that property in

Square 1192; all that property in Square 1195

excluding all that property now zoned C-2-A; all that

property in Square 1196 excluding all that property

now zoned C-2-A; all that property in S e 1166"

excluding lots 800, 801, 802; in Square 1200, lots

*The Surveyor's Office lists this e as 1186.
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819, 820, 821, 835, 848 and those parts of lot 818

lying within 90 feet of M Street: all t pro-

rty in Square 1183 south of the undaryof the

National Park containing the Chesapeake and Ohio

1; all t property in Square 1185 excluding

lot 802 and a strip of land 20 feet south of the

boundary of the National Park containing the Chesa-

peake and Ohio Canal; all thatpropertyin Square

1187, all that property in Square 1184 excluding

lots 12, 13, 46, 47, 48, 804, 806, 820, 821, 832,

833 and a strip of land 20 feet south of the bcun-

dary of the National Park containing the Chesapeake

and Ohio Canal; all that property in Squares 1171

and 1172; in Square 1173 lots 800, 802, 808, 811, 812.
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NO. 104

4. W-l shall  be on all other property within

the boundaries of the Georgetown Waterfront as

described above.

RI- L. STANTON

ATI’EST  : .

Ekecutive Secre

Comnissioner  Stanton respectfully dissents from this Order.



STATEMENT OF REASONS

Zoning Commission Case Nos. 73-20 and 73-21
New Waterfront Zones and their Application to

The Georgetown Waterfront-area
December 20, 1974

The District of Columbia's waterfront areas include

significant amounts of private property that are mostly

blighted, declining industrial areas. Their uses date back

to when freight was hauled over water and they experienced

their greatest prosperity prior to the development of modern

warehousing and material handling techniques.

Typically, these waterfront areas in the District and

in other cities were envisaged in the past as places of com-

merce and industry. The industrial imperative often precluded

their use for residential and recreational purposes. In

v T8C such areas were zonedI :;a Washington, D, C., M and C-M, indus-

trial-commercial zones, in which new residential developments

are prohibited. With declining industrial use, relatively high-

density office use actually is encouraged in these zones. This

was the condition of the waterfront areas in the District of

Columbia that the Zoning Commission, after a public hearing,

addressed on October 4, 1972, when it issued Order No. 52

directing its staff to study the zoning of waterfront areas,

including Georgetown, and to develop new zoning proposals for

Commission consideration. The order directed the staff to pre-

pare zoning alternatives to encourage new residential uses, to

reduce potential commercial density and to control building

heights in waterfront areas.
<St
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to reduce potential commercial density and to control building

heights in waterfront areas.

As a result of the staff study of waterfront areas, and

with particular reference to the Georgetown Waterfront where

construction activity was underway for two office building

comp&exes, this Commission held a public hearing on August 6,

7, 8, and 9, 1973. The hearing was held on:

1. A staff proposal to amend the zoning regu-

lations to create a new mixed-use water-

front zone district, with three levels of

density, W-l, W-2, and W-3 (Case 73-20).

Amendments of the zoning maps rezoning the

Georgetown Waterfront area from the existing

M and C-M-2 industrial zones to the pro-

posed new waterfront zones (case 73-21).

Testimony was received from staff, consultants retained

by the parties, citizen witnesses, property owners and the

staff of the National Capital Planning Commission which

jointly with the District of Columbia had commissioned a study

by a consulting team, the Georgetown Planning Group (GPG).

Two phases of the GPG three-phase study were published and pr
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some citizens who would allow no more commercial development

in favor of low-density luxury-type townhouses.

In our view, in planning and zoning for this special

area, the operation of the market cannot serve as the main

constraint on adverse development. We believe that sound

planning calls for a mixture of uses in this area under stric

controls. b?e believe that the needed controls are provided

by the new waterfront zone districts, which give a range of

heights and densities and allow a mixture of uses. These

zones, as applied in the mapping of the area provide for

reductions in commercial development potential under a frame-

work designed to encourage the desired residential develop-

ment, while taking full account of the natural and historic

features of the area,

Such a mixed use area will provide for compatible blending

of office and retail activities with residential units of

various kinds including townhouses and apartments, in harmony

with existing structures of architectural and historic signi-

ficance which include small townhouses areas and large and

interesting warehouses. Under strict limitations as to bulk

and density, retail stores, offices, restaurants, and places

of entertainment, as well as residences, provide the benefit
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sented at the hearing. Third phase documents were made avail-

able in final draft form to the Commission and staff during

erations of the Commission on the text amendment and

map changes.

It has been evident that the existing M and C-M-2

industrial zoning of the Georgetown Waterfront area is obso-

lete. The complex matter of eliminating this obsolete zoning

and replacing it with zoning that is more compati be with the

needs of this special area has evoked considerable discussion.

The Commission's task has been to evaluate the differing

testimony of traffic and economic experts and city planners,

as well as the views of residents and property owners, con-

cerning the type and intensity of development that is desira

for the Georgetown Waterfront area.

Some property owners requested that there be no change in

the existing industrial zoning other than to permit residential

development. To support that position, the argument was made

that existing zoning permits the types of development that are

appropriate to the area. Under this view, the restraint of

market factors and the architectural and aesthetic controls of

the Fine Arts Commission are adequate to prevent adverse

development. We were also presented with the position of
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of 24-hour activity to the area. An added amenity will be

the openinq up of the waterfront itself to public use for

park and recreation purposes. (Approximately 90 per cent of

the riverfront itself is publicly-owned by the District of

Columbia).

New private sector investment in the privately-held land

areas of the Georgetown Waterfront is essential to make the

desired mixture of uses a reality. The reduction of develop-

ment capacity from the level of existing zoning is designed

not only to meet environmental constraints, but to provide

the ambience that the mixed use concept demands. Neverthe-

less F there must be sufficient development density to

encourage the construction of new facilities as well as the

renovation and reuse of older buildings.

The Commission believes it has found the appropriate

level for the proper development of the Georgetown area between

M Street and the Potomac River. The flexible mixed use zones

adopted will serve Georgetown and other waterfront areas by

encouraging private development within limits calculated to

end obsolete land usage and they will also respect the unique

geographical constraints of waterfront areas. Through the

mixed use concept, incentives are provided to eliminate existing
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waterfront industrial blight while encouraging harmonious

development.

The Commission recognizes its responsibilities set forth

in the Zoning Act of Section 5-414  of the D.C. Code as follows:

"Such regulations shall be made in accordance with a
comprehensive plan and designed to lessen congestion
in the street, to secure safety from fire, panic, and
other dangers, to promote health and the general wel-
fare, to provide adequate light and air, to prevent
the undue concentration of population and the over-
crowding of land, and to promote such distribution of
population and of the uses of land as would tend to
create conditions favorable to health, safety, trans-
portation, prosperity, protection of property, civic
activity, and recreational, educational, and cultural
opportunites, and as would tend to further economy
and efficiency in the supply of public services.
Such regulations shall be made with reasonable con-
sideration, among other things, of the character of
the respective districts and their suitability for
the uses provided in the regulations, and with a view
to encouraging stability of districts and of land
values therein."

Meeting the requirements of the statute obliges the Commission

to weigh carefully the sometimes competing statutory criteria

and the sometime conflicting interests of all diverse parties

including the concerns of the City itself. It must be recog-

nized that many complex factors including public action affect

the appreciation and depreciation of land values.
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Having considered all of the facts, interests and claims

presented to it, and after carefully deliberating upon and

balancing them, the Commission, to fulfill its statutory

responsibilities, has weighed the following considerations,

in connection with the mapping of the Georgetown Waterfront

area in accordance with the adopted Waterfront Zone Districts:

1. * The George-

town Waterfront area has suffered too long from industrial

blight. The area needs revitalization to serve residents and

visitors and to enhance its natural and historic features.

Under the former industrial zoning (M and C-M-2) of the

Georgetown Waterfront area, the "highest and best uses" of

property were for commercial office buildings, either 90 feet

in height with a floor area ratio (FAR) of 6.0 or 60 feet wit1

4.0 FAR, depending on the specific zone, It was not permis-

sible under the former industrial zoning to construct resi-

dential buildings.

We believe that greater reductions in height and density

than are adopted herein would limit the economic opportunities

for the redevelopment of this area. There would be this para-

dox: industrial property owners might hold on to marginal
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operations rather than redevelop the area to remove blighted

conditions. Ugly industrial structures and parking lots

could remain if there is no incentive for redevelopment.

2. ? Interested

parties and consultants have recommended that residential

development be permitted. Differences exist concerning the

exten and density of such development and the type of resi-

dential development desired. We believe that residential

development should not be limited to luxury townhouses sold

at prices that only the very wealthy can afford. Such town-

houses would result under rowhousing zoning categories.

Apartment units of various sizes should also be available to

broaden the housing opportunities. Moreover, the District

of Columbia needs new residential population to offset a

population decline. The new zoning text contains provisions

that permit a higher Level of density for residential use

than for commercial. use in a mixed use context, thereby pro-

viding an economic incentive for residential construction.

Residential development has a lesser impact on the environment

and on traffic conditions that does commercial development.

3. The Georgetown Waterfront should be a "mixed use"

zone. As we noted at the outset, the Georgetown Waterfront is

an appropriate place to institute the mixed use zoning concept,
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.ies close to-residential, commercial and recreational activit

gether.

Such an approach is being proposed elsewhere for the revitali-

zation of urban areas. Similar concepts have been suggested

for the C-M-2 area in the West End, and are under considera-

tion for other declining waterfront industrial areas. A

balanced combination of residential, office, retail and recre-

ational uses, with varying heights and densities, provides

greater design flexibility and opportunities to enhance the

quality of life than more traditional single-use ("Eucludian")

zones. Such combinations can help to reduce traffic by bringing

4.

should be respected and enhanced. In accordance with substan-

tial testimony at the hearing and the recommendations of GPG,

the zoning text that we have adopted and mapped provides for

the 40 foot lowest density W-l zone in the areas long most of

the C & 0 Canal, the bulk of the riverfront and the vista to

the Potomac River from M Street down Wisconsin Avenue, about

half of the total area of the Georgetown Waterfront. Apart

from the W-3 area mapped in the lower eastern portion of the

Waterfront area, where the topography and road access system

can accommodate the greatest height and bulk, and where the
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Fine Arts Commission has already approved initial private

development plans, the remaining portions of the Waterfront,

including the area adjacent to Rock Creek and along K Street,

have been zoned to a medium density 60-foot W-2 zone.

5.

to new uses. The new zoning imposes the low density W-l zone

for certain existing enclaves of townhouses to encourage their

preservation and continued use and encourages re-use of existing

vacant structures for new activities. In certain areas, 0 the

waterfront, moderate levels of development are necessary to

provide the economic basis to preserve historic structures.

This is particularly true of certain warehouses and other

industrial buildings, which can be adapted for new activities.

This was done in Canal Square and is underway at the old Dodge

Warehouse and the Duvall Foundry.

similar development is possible in

are the old Flour Mill, the Waring

Bomford Mill.

Other such structures where

the Georgetown Waterfront

Barrel Factory and the

6. Reductions in height can accomplish stated objectives

in certain areas, but may be counterproductive if imposed too

broadly. At the hearings, differing views were presented on

the issue of building heights. We have weighed these views

carefully.
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The greatest limitations in height were applied to such

specific areas as the riverfront and the canal where a lower

building profile is essential to protect unique physical

characteristics. On the other hand, it was felt that a uni-

form height limit throughout the waterfront area would tend to

foster a box-type development. Such a result would, in our

view, be less desirable than an arrangement which would

encourage variations in land coverage and height as well as

variations in use.

Overall, the rezoning results in a significant reduction

from the heights allowed under the former industrial zoning.

The proposed mapping drops the matter-of-right height limit

on half the waterfront area to 40 feet. The areas covered by

60 foot and 90 foot heights are strictly Limited in total area

and location. We believe we have proposed a solution to the

difficult judgmental questions on the height issue by tailoring

the heights to meet the needs of certain identified special

areas while providing flexibility in other areas in the interest

of a more attractive community.

7. Traffic constraints in Georgetown require a reduction

of commercial development potential. Traffic experts at the



1972 and 1973 hearings recognized that the traffic circula-

tion system in Georgetown cannot now handle the total poten-

tial development permitted by the existing industrial zoning.

There were variations in the testimony concerning the nature

and extent of the traffic problems to be faced and the amount

of the reduction in development potential that is necessary

or appropriate to meet traffic constraints.

The new zoning for the Waterfront area provides for a

reduction in traffic generating potential from approximately

6.5 million square feet of commercial space to the equiva-

lent of 3.7 million square feet. The latter figure has been

adjusted to reflect the lower level of traffic generation of

residential development. We view the result as a balanced

one which takes into account the many varying analyses pre-

sented at hearings and in supporting staff reports including

the GPG papers and drafts.

There is an evident need to solve the traffic circula-

tion problems of this area and to remove the Whitehurst Free-

way which, in itself, contributes to the atmosphere of indus-

trial blight in the area, The zoning adopted with its greatly

lowered traffic-trip generating potential as compared to the
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former industrial zoning, will be an important factor in re-

solving these problems., In the same vein, we have prohibited

surface parking lots and have lowered the minimum parking

requirements for most facilities in the Waterfront districts.

The District needs new economic development to generate

increased economic opportunities for its citizens and to

broaden its tax base, The economic consultants agreed that

the Georgetown Waterfront is a viable area which can be developed

to compete successfully with other parts of the Metropolitan

region for new residents and shoppers. To prohibit reasonable

amounts of such development in favor of exclusive townhouse

zoning would not be in the best interests of Georgetown or

the District as a whole. It is noteworthy that the GPG studies

accept this view.

The point has been stressed that reductions in potential

commercial development are needed to preserve the ambience and

stability of the entire Georgetown area. We agree basically

with this view and have reacted to it by sharply reducing the

potential for the construction of large office buildings. It

would be wholly inappropriate for the waterfront to develop as

an extension of the central business district.



Statement of Reasons
Case No. 73-20 and 73-21
Page 14

It is also our view, however, that the adopted zoning will

provide a moderate level of the desired mixed use develop-

ment including apartments, offices, shops, hotels, and

restaurants, as well as townhouses, giving the Georgetown

Waterfront a distinct and special 24 hour character,

9. The need for a timely decision. Because of the

importance of this case, the Commission has considered this

matter for a lengthy period of time. There have been lengthy

planning studies, public hearings, discussions, and reviews.

We are aware of the burdens imposed thereby upon all interestec
*T '

&,~y,i.
parties as well as the general public.

.'!"

It should be pointed out that this proceeding is neither

the first, nor will it be the last review by the Zoning Com-

mission of zoning in this area of the city. There will be

subsequent opportunities for interested parties to request the

Commission to further refine or modify the zoning of the George

town Waterfront through sectional development plans, planned

unit developments and other proceedings .

We believe that we have considered all relevant information

and have received all the expressed viewpoints of interested

parties and the citizenry. It is now time, in our view, to
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decide the issue of waterfront zoning and its application to

Georgetown..

10. Environmental and open space considerations are

significant factors. The Commission recognizes that additional

development in any area of the District may impact adversely on

the environment, particularly in terms of traffic, air and

noise. We are persuaded that the significant reductions in

density provided by the new zoning will contribute to the reso-

lution of these environmental problems. The development that

could have proceeded as a matter of right under the former

industrial zoning had the potential of creating unacceptable

adverse environmental effects. In addition, the existing

industrial blight in the waterfront area generates traffic, air

and noise pollution problems, discourages the development of

more suitable new facilities and impedes historic preservation.

There is a need to provide public open s ace in all areas

of the city and to encourage the establishment of private open

space. We have lowered the potential for development bulk and

density in the W-l district and mapped this district along t

riverfront, along both sides of the C & 0 Canal and down the

Wisconsin Avenue slopes. We expect that there will be develop-

ment in these areas of uses related to the water including
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CONCLUDING STATEMENT

. In adopting the new Waterfront Zone District text

amendment, and mapping the Georgetown Waterfront, this Com-

mission has sought to recognize the needs of this unique and

historic area of the Capital city.

* The Waterfront Zone District provides for the intro-

duction of residential uses in this area including apart-

ments and townhouses while paying due regard to the need for

historic preservation and the desirability to protect and

enhance the amenities of the area, including the riverfront

and the canal.

. A moderate level of development at varying heights

and densities has been authorized and mixed uses have been

encouraged.

. As mapped, the new Georgetown Waterfront area will emerge

as an attractive living place for our people, including shops

and offices with provisions for recreation and entertainment

for residents and visitors.
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e The zoning controls proposed are designed to assure

that development will harmonize with the area and be of

significant benefit to Georgetown and to the District of

Columbia as a whole.

ATTEST: -. . /, _

Executive Secretary
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Four days of hearings were held in .August  1973 on proposals to establish
regulations for waterfront districts and a~~~~y~g mapping. The
findings of Phase IIA of the GPG report were presented at this hearing.

The zoning envelope lated under the advertised t nts
provided for 5.475 million square t capacity, a re-
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In this case, however, I believe that the public
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For the reasons, I am
textR nt and the
dissent from the opinion

Richard L. Stanton

, D.C.
0, 197

ATTEST: " ,..

Executive Secretary
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recreational uses, outdoor cafes, plazas and market areas,

sailing marinas and docks and simple Landscaped trails and

and open space. The combination of height, bulk and density

controls in the W-2 and W-3 areas will also serve to encourage

developers to provide open space as part of their designs.

In reaching the decision in this case, we must acknow-

ledge the significant contribution of the GPG consulting team.

While we have not accepted their recommendations or technical

analysis in full, the proposed zoning amendments that were

noticed for the August 1973 hearings and the modifications of

those proposals which were developed following the hearings

reflect this Commission's adoption and approval of much of the

GPG product.

The GPG final plan and program and sectional development

plan will be useful for certain other kinds of public action -

public space improvements, changes in traffic patterns, his-

toric preservation, review of individual projects by the Fine

Arts Commission, as well as by this Commission, in connection

with Article 75 applications. It is our hope that the Planning

Commission will identify such opportunities as it gives further

attention to the final GPG drafts now at hand.


